be Interpreted expansively. See, e.g., Secretary on behalf of Dunmire
and Estle v. Northern Coal Co., 4 FMSHRC 126, 134 n. 15 (February 1982).
Most importantly, Congress included,, in section 105(c) specific protection
from discrimination for miners who were the subject of medical evaluation
and potential transfer.  The legislative history states:

The legislation protects a miner from discrimi-
nation because he "is the subject of medical
evaluation and potential transfer under a standard
published pursuant to section 10[1]." Under
section 10[1] standards promulgated by the
Secretary must provlde[,J as appropriate, that
where it is determined as a result of a physical
examination that a miner may suffer material
Impairment of health or functional capacity by
reason of his exposure to a hazard covered by a
standard, the miner shall be moved from such
exposure and reassigned.... The Committee intends
section 10[5](c) to bar, as discriminatory, the
termination or laying-offh of a miner in such
circumstances, or his transfer to another position
with compensation at less than the regular rate of
pay for the classification held by the miner prior
to transfer.

S. Rep. No. 181, 95th Cong., 1st Seas. 35 (1977), reprinted in Senate
Subcommittee on Labor, Committee on Human Resources, 95th Cong,,, 2d
Sess., Legislative History of the Federal Mine Safety and Health Act
of 1977, at 623 (1978).  Congress was aware of the existence of section
428 of the BLBA when it enacted the medical evaluation and transfer
clause of section 105(c). Congress must have Intended for both provi-
sions to be administered, applied, and interpreted harmoniously. There-
fore, Matala is not controlling and, indeed, possesses only limited
relevance to the construction of section 105(c). 5_/

We have no difficulty concluding that Goff has pleaded a cause of
action under the medical evaluation and transfer clause of section
105(c)(l). The Part 90 standards, promulgated pursuant to section
101(a) (7) of the Act, are clearly the kind of standards to which that
clause applies. This case does not require us to articulate the full
extent of the protection afforded Part 90 miners by section 105(c) or to
identify every form of discrimination that may arise in this context.
Certainly, however, a miner is protected from adverse personnel actions

5/  The Commission has emphasized previously that precedent arising
under section 110(b) of the 1969 Coal Act is to be "applied carefully"
in interpreting section 105(c). Dunmire and Estle, supra, 4 FMSHRC at
134 n. 15.

1781lt in either the text or legislative history of  the Mine Act.
